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I. INTRODUCTION

L PURPOSE. This study reviews, analyzes, and recommends improvements to the
installation assessment methodology the Army uses in its Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)
proces-.

2. SCOPE. This study--

a. Examines the effectiveness of the BRAC measures of merit used by the Army in
BRAC 91! to measure military value.

b. Analyzes the validity of the installation categories vsed in the Army BRAC 91-
Phase I p.ocess.

c. Measures the suitability of the aitributes used by the Army in the BRAC 91-Phase I

d. Evaluates the suitability of instzllation data used by the Army in the BRAC 91-
Phase I process.

€. Reviews the decision analysis msthod used to evafuste the military value of Army
installations during BRAC 91-Phase 1.

f. Provides recommendations to ‘mprove he installation assessment process for Army
BRAC 93.

3. BACKGROUND.

a. The BRAC Process. There are ongoing efforts to close or realign unneeded military
bases as part of wide-ranging efforts to balance the U.S. budges, wrim DOD. and reduce the
operating costs of U.S. military forces. The most recent statutory effort by Congress 19
accomplish this task was the passage of Public Law 101-510 (Defense Base Clesure and
Realignment Act of 1990). This law is an effort 0 ensure & timely, indepencent. 2nd {air process
for closing and realigning U.S. military installations. This statute requires the Secreiary of
Defense to submit a list of proposed military hase closures and re~Yzun:cnds to an independent
Base Closurc and Realignment Commission. This commission met in 1991 and will meet again in
1993 and 1995. Each service supports DOD with an assessment of its military base posturz and
its respective recomaendations for closure.

b. The Army BRAC Process. The Army takes 2 three-phase approach to the tast, of
providing rcalignment and closure recommendstions tc the DOD BRAC Office and BRAC
Commission (Figure 1). The Army proponent for BRAC actions is the Director of the Army
Staff, Management Directorate, Base Realignment and Closure Office (henceforth :eferred to as

——

1 Repont 1o the Secretary of Defense on Base Ciosure and Lealignment {Depeniment of the Arnay, © apul 1991

1
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the Army BRAC Office). To carry out the data collection and analysis for each round of the
BRAC process, the Army formed the Total Army Basing Study (TABS) group. The TABS group
is composed of the Army BRAC Office staff supplemented by DA and MACOM stafl personnel.
In Phase 1, the TABS group evaluates Army installations in quantitative terms to determine their
reiative military value using measuras of merit which relate directly to the DOD criteria. In Phase
i1, the Army identifizs reasonable BRAC ulternatives using the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) Force

tructure Plan; Army Stationing Visions; an iastaliation category capacity analysis; the Phasc 1
military value evaiuatinns; and MACOM visions of the future. The Army then assesses the
ieasibility of potential BRAC alternatives by considering the return on its investment, and impacts
on the local economy and the cnvironiment. Phase 111 begins after submission of the list to the
BRAC Commission and inciudes provision for analytical support to the commission.

c. BRAC ¥1-Phase I: Inztallation Assessment Process. The objective of the Phase I
process in BRAC 91 was to determine the relative military value of Army installations (Figure 2).
The TABS gicup began its deliberations v ith several initial steps. In steps 1 through 3, the TABs
group reviewed and interpreted congressional, DOD, and Army guidance and detcrmined the
measures of merit to be uscd o find the military value of an installation. The TABS established
five measures of merit: mission essenti1lity. mission suitability, operational efficiencies,
expendability, and quality of life (step 4). The TABS also established many of the weights and
outlined the attributes tha. support thcse measures of merit. These measures of merit linked the
DOD sclectior criteria for seiccting the military bases for closure or realignment. Following these
initial steps, the TABS group began the ask of allocating installations within categories (steps 5
and €). Next, the dcfinition and the assignment of attributes were coordinated and finalized (step
7). Once the autributes were finalized, the foliowing step was to identify and collect appropriate
data for the attributes sclected in each installation category (step 8). The {inal step taken was to
calculate the military value of each installation through a decision support software package called
Decision Pad (D-PAD) (:tep 9).

4. ORGANIZATION. This study consists of a main paper with supporting annexes.

a. Main paper. The main paper has three distinct sections:

(1) Section I. Introduction-- provides tiic reader with an overall feel for our
BRAC study topic.

(2) Section II: Evaluation-- provides 2 summarized discussion of ESSC's analysis
of the Army BRAC 91-Phasc 1 process. This discussion focuses upon five BRAC areas identified
for improvement by ESSC. These discussions are based on the detailed analysis found in the
annexes of this report.

(3) Section II: Resulis--contains important findings and offers recommendations
to resolve the problems identified in the findings.

b. Annexes. Therc arc five annexes that support the main paper. Thesc five annexes
contain detailed discussions or: areas that ESSC identified for examination and improvement:

(1) Amnex A: Measures of Merit--examines the validity of the Army’s BRAC
measures of merii and how they impact upon the BRAC installation asscssment process.
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(2) Annex B: Installations and Categories--examines the selection and allocation
of Army installations into categories.

(3) Annex C: Attributes--discusses improvements to the sets of attributes used to
mecasure the military value of .Army installations.

(4) Annex D: Installation Data--discusses the adequacy and accuracy of the Jata
sources used in the BRAC process.

(5) Annex E: Installation Rating Piocess--discusses the logic, analytical techniques,
and dccision tools used in the Army BRAC-Phase I process.

5. APPROACH. ESSC uscs a structured approach throughout this study of the Army’s
BRAC instailation assessment process. Our examination is divided into five major stages:

a. Stage One: Study Request and Scope. In October 1991, the Army BRAC Office
asked ESSC to examinc its BRAC-Phase I methodology and recommend improvements where
needed. ESSC conducted several feasibility meetings with the staff of the Army BRAC Office to
determine the best time to begin the study. ESSC personnel estimated that a full-time team could
be put together in the early part of 1992. The ESSC Commander and Director agreed in
principle to conduct the study. and in January 1992, tasked a 3-person study team to address the
concerns of the Army BRAC Office. The ESSC BRAC team met with members of the Army
BRAC Officc on 15 January 1992 to begin the study on a full-time basis, further definc the
objectives of the study, discuss BRAC issues, and scope out various study problems.

b. Stage Two: Research and Data Collection. After the 15 January 1992 study
coordination mecting, ESSC constructed a detailed Project Management plan that included a
rescarch and data collection period designed to further define various BRAC issues. ESSC
gathered BRAC study reporis and documents written and published by a wide array of Federal,
DOD. and Army organizations. ESSC also collected basic study information through phone
conversations, video-teleconferences. on-site interviews, and issuc workshops from a wide range of
BRAC subject matter experts (Figure 3). These interviews allowed ESSC not only to collect
baseline information and confirm basic BRAC issues, t t also to identify other arcas where
BRAC methodology improvements could be made.

c. Stage Three: Assessment and Evaluation. ESSC finalized its initial rescarch and
data collection phase with a preliminary BRAC issues assessment. This preliminary assessment
focused on determining the dominant or key BRAC issues for further evaluation. As mentioned
carlier, ESSC obtained many comments and suggestions for improvements from interviews. All of
them could not be asialyzed in detail within this study . Therefore, our assessment phasc is
designed to assess the data collected, evaluate its applicability. and identify key BRAC issues for
anaiysis. Simply put, our stage three acts as a screening process for key issues. ESSC rcturned to
the Army BRAC Office on 30 March 1992 to provide them with a project update. The objective
of this update was to obtain their approval of the key BRAC issues ESSC identified for further
analysis. As agreed to in that mecting, the following arc the key BRAC issucs that this study
report focuses on: measures of merit, installations and categories. attributes, installation data, and
installation rating process.
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BRAC RESEARCH & DATA COLLECTION INTERVIEWS

ARMY ORGANIZATIONS/AGENCIES ARMY INSTALLATIONS || FEDERAL/DOD
ORGANIZATIONS
l Army BRAC Office Fort Belvorr BRAC Comrassion
Milary Traffic Management Command Fort A.P. Hill General Accounting Office

Criminal Investigation Command

Vint Hill Farms Station

DOD BRRAC Office

F=

The Surgeon General

Fort'Lee

USAF BRAC Office

Assistant Chief of Engincers

Fori Pickett

USN BRAC Office

Army Matenel Command

Fort McNair

USN Post Graduaie School

Military District Washington

Fort Mrade

National Defense University

7th Signal Command

Fort Ritchie

Concepts Analysis Agency

Fort Detrick

Medical Research and Developraent
Command

Fort Indiantown Gap

Intelligence and Sccunty Command

Letterkenny Army Depot

Speaial Operations Command Fort Monroe
Toxic and Hazardous Materials Agency Fert Gillem
Engineening Housmg and Support Center Fort Eustis
Deputy Chief of Staff for Logstics Fort Story

Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations

Aberdeen Proving
Grounds

Forces Commandd

Carlisle Barracks

Corps of Engineers

Fort Wainwright

Office, Chief Army Reserves

Fort Richardson

Health Services Command

Fort Lew:s

U.S. Army Pacific Command

Fort Dix

Information Systems Command

Fort Huachuca

visits.

NOTE. Interviews conducted with staff elements tarouzh wideo-teleconferences, phone conversations, and on-site

Figure 3. ESSC BRAC INTERVIEWS




d. Stage Four: Analysis and Synthesis. The ESSC BRAC study team focused its
attention on the key BRAC issues identified and approved by the study sponsor in stage three.
Further ‘~-depth rescarch was conducted which provided the basis for analysis of each of the five
issue areas. The details of our analysis are contained in Annexes A through E and are
summarized in Section II (Evaluation) of this report.

e. Stage Five: Presentation. The final stage of the stuu, process is to provide a
consoiidated report package containing our findings. The most important issues to the study
sponsor, the Army BRAC Office, are the weakaesses in the BRAC installation assessment process
and our recommendations to improve these weaknesses. This report was delivered June 17, 1992,
to the study sponsor who plans to staff the study report. Based in part upon the commenis
reccived from DA staff elements and Army MACOMs, the Army BRAC Office will use the
recommendations from the report to implement changes in the Army BRAC 93-Phase 1 efforts
beginning ir the summer of 1992.

6. DEFINITIONS.

a. Realignment. This term "includes any action which both reduces and relocates
functions and civilian personnel! positions, but does not include a reduction in force resulting from
workload adjustments, reduced personnel or funding levels. or skill imbalances."

b. DOD Selection Criteria or DOD Criteria. The Secretary of Defense must publish
in the Federal Register and transmit to congressional defense committees the criteria proposed 0
be used by the Department of Defense in making recommendations for the closure or
realignment of military installations inside the United States. For BRAC 91, eight critcria were
established. Four criteria pertain to military value; they are given priority consideration. Of the
remaining four selection criteria, one addresses return on investment; and three look at impacts
on the economy, community, and environment. 3

c. Military Value. DOD states that four DOD selection criteria should give priority
consideration to military value in selecting an installation for realignment or closure. The DOD
criteria--Others--may also be used. The Aray has translated these DOD selection criteria into
five measures of merit which measure an installations military value. These are--mission
essentiality, mission suitability, operational efficiencies, expandability, and quality of life.

d. Installation. Land and the improvements thcreon under the control of the DA at a
fixed location at which functions of the Army are or may be carricd on, and which has been
established by order of the DA or by an overseas command under delegated authority. Such land
and improvements within a common boundary utilized as a post or camp, with a function such as
airficld. hospital. depot. arsenal. industrial plant, cemetery, harbor or port, generally will be
designated as a single installation. For the purpose of inventory reporting. sub-installations and
property at separate locations (other than leaseholding not part or all of an installation and

2 Report 10 the Presidemt 1991: Defense Base Closure and Realygnment Commnission, (Dcfense Base Closure and
Pcahignment Commission, Juiy 1991), p. A-14.

3" Report 1o the Presidezt 1991: Defense Base Closuze and Realignment Commission, {Dcfense Base Closurc and
Realignmert Commussion, July 1991), p. A-5.




assigned space in Federal public buildings) accommodating an activity, whether or not established
by general order, will be reported as an iastallation.*

e. Installation, semi-active. An installation which is not in continuous use by Army
organizations other than active Army Garrison required to support intermittent use of Reserve
Component or field excrcise requircments. An installation which is in custody of a non-Army
agen! charged with support of Reserve Component training and/or maintenance of the instaltation
as a mobilization base.

{. Base. For the purposes of this report, this term is synonymous with--installation,
camp, post, station, yard, center, and homeport facility for any ship.

g. Facilities. All items of improvements on land. Examples of such iiems are
buildings, roads, parking areas, fences, communication lines, waterlines, and railroads storage
tanks. Fg)r the purpose of this inventory. buildings will be distinguished in the report from other
facilities.

h. Real Property. Land and rights therein, ground improvements. utility systems, and
buildings and structures excluding plant equipment.® Terminology and classification of items of
real property o report for inventery purposes are contained in AR 415-28.7

i. Installation Data. ESSC uses this phrase io define information on. about, or relating
to the operation of Army installations, their facilities, and .eal property. This includes
information, data, and data bases pertaining to the environment, base operations, personnel, and
the locale immediate to the installation.

i. Environment. Any one of the following--navigable waters, neat shore and open
waters and any other surface water, groundwater, drinking water supply, land surface cr
subsurface area, and ambient air.¥

7. LIMITATIONS.

a. Limitation. Thcre are many issues that affect the caiculation of the military value of
Army installations. BRAC subject matter experts have surfaced many of these issues. ESSC has
focused on several, however, not all have been examined and analyzed in this report.
Significance. Various BRAC-Phase 1 issues of interest to some DA and MACOM stalf elements
may not be represented in this report.

b. Limitations. The integrity of the information contained in this study is
compromised by lack of information and the changing world situation. Certain Army and
MACOM vision decuments were unavailable at the time of this study. Of particular significance
was the unavailability of AMC, TRADOC, and FORSCCM vision statements. Significance. The

‘; Inventory of Army Miluary Real Praperty, AR 405-45, Change 2 (Department of thc Army, 15 Apnl 1992).
Ibid.

¢ Ibd.

7 Department of the Anny Facility Classes and Construction Categones (Category Codes), AR +15-28 (Department of the
Army, 1 December 1981).

8 Environmental Protection and Enhancement AR 200-1 (Department of the Army, 2 April 1990).

8




TABS group must cvalvate ESSC's recommendations in light of the new MACOM vision
statements when they become available.

c. Limitations. This study report did not evaluate two Armiy BRAC categorices:
Reserve Component and Other, since these categorics were not included in the Phase 1
assessment process in the Army BRAC 9! study report.? Significance. Economics to be gained
through 1calignment and closure of installations in these two categories must be analyzed on a
case-by-case basis. The Reserve Component requirements are being analyzed under a separate
study effort.'?
8. POINTS OF CONTACT.

a. Study Sponsor. Department of the Army, Oftice of the Chief of Staff, Basc
Realignment and Closure Office, ATTN: DACS-DMB, Washington. DC 20310-0200

(1) Colonel William T. Harvey, Chicl, Basc Realignment and Closure Office,
(702) 693-3500

(2) Major Kevin Maguire, Sponsor’s Study Dircctor. (703) 693-7556

b. Study Agency. U.S. Army Corps of Engincers, Engincer Strategic Studies Center,
ATTN: CETEC-ES, Fort Belvoir, VA 22060-5583

(1) Colonel C. O. LaFond, Commander/Dircctor. Engincer Strategic Studics
Center, (703) 355-2373

(2) Mr. Stephen C. Reynolds, Project Director, (703) 355-2126
(3) Mr. Richard L. Taylor, Projcct Tcam Leader, (703) 355-2149

(4) Mr. Stephan E. Ryeczek, Project Analyst. (703) 355-2282
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Il. EVALUATION

9. OVERVIEW. ESSC identified five key issues for analysis in this study. These key issues
were identified during the data collection stage, and they have emerged as the focus of this study.
The objective of our anaiysis is to examine and review the effectiveness of the Army BRAC 91-
Phase I process and recommend improvements where needed through these five key issue areas.
In the first issue area, we examins the measures of merit and their ability to assess military value.
In the second issue area, we look at the validity of selecting installations and their allocation to
BRAC insiallation categories. In the third and fourth issue areas. we review the soundness of the
attributes used in Phase I ar:d the respective data for those attributes. In the fifth issue area, we
examine the logic and analytical techniques used in the Army’s BRAC-Phase 1. A color-coded
example of how these areas relate to an installation’s military value calculation is shown in
Figure 4. A summary of our Jde:ailed analysis is presented in the following paragraphs.

10. MEASURES OF MERIT. The key element of information that is crucial to the
measures of merit and their effect on the BRAC process is the determination of military valuc.
In our report, ESSC asks: Are the Army's measures of merit considering the correct visions to
support the Army's future force when judging an installation’s military value? We first reviewed
the measures of merit used in Army BRAC 91 to dutermine their strengths and weaknesses, and
to see their effect on the process (Figure 5). Then, we reviewed current Army planning
documenis as the defining source of guidance for measuring militar}' value. There are three
dominant pruciples that reoccur in the National Military Strategy,!’ The Army Plan,'? the
Army Long Range Planning Guidance,'* The Army Stationing Strategy,' and Airland
Operations.!”” The future Army must be mission oriented, have a high quality of life, and be
expandable. It is these principles that ESSC has reflected in suggesting changes to the BRAC
measures of merit. Mission Essentiality and Mission Suitability were considered very important
during Army BRAC 91. Consequently, the Army assigned the greatest weight to these two
measures of merit. ESSC found that today’s planning documents suggest the need to emphasize
mission essentiality more than suitability. The Army of the future must focus on mission
preparedness. Quality of Life is the third priority. The Army of the future will continue to
support the total Army community through quality of life standards that retain and attract quality
soldiers and civilians. All of today's Armuy planning documents stress the importance of
expandability in the future. An equal weight between the expandability and opcrational cfficicncy
is not in line with the planning strategy for the Army of the future. Opcrational efficiency is
terribly important if the Army is to make the best use of the limited resources projected for the
future. However, operational efficiency does not carry the same weight as expandability if the
Army is to faithfully follow guidance to preserve its ability to expand to meet future crisis
response and reconstitution missions.

W National Mititary Strategy of the United States (Joint Chiefs of Staff, January 1992).

12 The Anmy Plan FY 1994-2009 (Department of the Army, 10 October 1991).

13 Army Long Range Planning Guidance (Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations, June 1991).
Y Draft Arry Stationing Strategv (Office of the Deputy Chicf of Staff for Operations, May 1992).

1S girland Operations, PAM 525-5 (TRADOC, 1 August 1991).
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CATEGORY: Fighting

SUB-CATEGORY: Maneuver
INSTALLATION: Camp Swampy

MEASURES &ATTRIBUTES WG SCORE
MANEUVER ACRES =5 630
RANGES ss n<
VEPLOYMENT NETWORK 53 K]
TOTAL ACHES 33 6sh
RESERVE CNOMP SUP 20 o1
MISSION ESSENTIALITY 2 5.9
CONTICUOUS MNV ACRES 3 a3
OPSJADMIN FAC 45 03K
AVN MAINT FAC J0 200
VEH MAINT FAC 33 138
SUP/STORAGF FAC 20 338
DISTANCE TO TNG AREA ) H
INFORMATION MSN AREA T o
MISSION SUITABILITY 20 4.3
VHARATC 15 1.3%9
FAM HSG COSTAUNIT I 10,722
AVG CV SALARY I 14,317
HOUHLY WG RATE 15 19.64
MER 15 0.164
CERFACTOR 18 3213
AVG UTIL COST FACTOR I $23.00
RAPMA COST PER SO F1 15 4202.00
MCAFACTOR 13 1.9%
BMAR I8 2897
OPSRATIONAL EFFICIENCIES i50 3.3
BUILDABLE ACRES 20 2084
TOTAL FAC SQ FEET 43 633
ENCROACHMENT 3% 1
ENVIRCNMENT N X6
WATER/SEWER FAC 20 1.9
EXPANDASILITY 150 39
*« PERMANENT b 9
ARMY COE SCORE 10 10
FAMILY HSG UNITS 13 9166
uoPH 28 303
UEPH (2] 2739
COMMUMNITY FAC 2 ETNY
PLACES RATED RATING 20 10
MEDICAL SI'T ZAPACITY 23 kY
AL ] 209 39
N ORFE 1003 RA\KR

KEY

INSTALLATIONS
&

CATEGORIES

MEASUR
oF
MERIT

ATTRIBUTES

INSTALLATION
RATING
PROCESS

INSTALEATION
DATA

Figure 4. SAMPLE MILITARY VALUE CALCULATION
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— g X1
MANEUVER INSYALLATIONS HASSR TRAINING AREAS
Noasure of Merit Poinss Heasure of Meri Fointe
Mission Essentiality 250 Nicsion cssertislity 250
Mission Suitabititv 250 Mission Suitability 356
| Operational tfficiency 150 Operational Efficisncy 130
Expandability 15C Expandability 130
Quality of Life 200 Quat{tv cf Life iod
Totsl 1,000 Total 1,00C
I
INITIAL ENTRY/BRANCH STHOULS PROFESSIONAL SCHOOLS
Measure of Merit Points feasurs of Merit Points
Kission Essentiality 250 Mission Essentrality 250
Mission Suitability 250 Mizsien Suitability 250
Operational Efficiency 150 Operaticns: Lfficiency 150
Expanaability 150 Expardability 150
Quatity of Life 200 siity of Life 20
Total 1,0C0 Jotal 1,000
COMMAND & CONTROL CENTERS DEPGTS
Measure of Merit Paoints Neasure of Merit points
Mission Essentiality 250 Mission Essentiality 250
Mission Suitability 250 Mission Suitabilrty 250
Operational Efficiency 110 Cperational Efficiency 150
Expandability 150 Expandability 150
Quality of Life 200 Quality of Life 200
Total 960 Intal 1,000
COMMOD1TY ORIENTED PRODUCTION INSTALLATICHNS
Measure of Merit Peints Measure of Merit Points
Mission Essentiality 250 Mission Essentiality 250G
Mission Suitability 250 Mission Suitability 250
Operational Efficiency 150 Operational Efficiercy 150
Expandability 150 txpandability 150
Quality of Life 200 Quality of Life 200
Total 1,000 Totat 1,900
PORTS USACE
Ocean Ammo
Measure of Merit Points Points Measure of Merit Points
Mission Essentiality 350 450 Mission Essentiality 250
Hission Suitability 350 450 Missior Suitability 250
Operational Efficiency 75 30 Operational Efficiency 15G
) Expandability 150 40 Expandability 150
Quality of Life 75 30 Quality of Life 200
Total 1,000 1,000 Total 1,000
L_-'-—--7 e —
i Figure 5, ARMY BRAC 91 MEASURES OF MERIT WEIGHTING SYSTEM
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11. INSTALLATIONS AND CATEGORIES. ESSC uses questions to facilitate its discussion
aad focus its analysis. The following question is crucial to our discussion of the Army’s categories
ard instailations: What is the best array of installation categ ries and what is ihe best allocation
of installations into categories? Thus, ESSC’s analysis focuses its discussion on these two areas.

a. Category Analysis Summary. ESSC identified four major weaknesses in the Army
BRAC 91 categories (Figure 6): insufficient industrial cat>gories, incorrect use of commané and
control and major training area categories. and omitted categories. ESSC examined the BRAC
process used by other military services and past BRAC-type efforts to analyze these weaknesses.

(1) Industrial Categories. In the case of industrial categories, we found that other
BRAC efforts use multiple categories and subca‘egories for industrial operations. The Navy uses
11 industrial categories, and the Air Force uses three. The Navy and Air Force segregate
industrial activities along functional lines. For example, the Navy and the Air Force segregate
R&D activities. The Army groups three industrial functional aicas within the cenfines of the
commodity subcategory. The Army Audit Agency (AAA) proposal on dividing the commodity
subcategory is a viable option.

{2) Incorrect and Omitted Categories. With regards to incorreci use of categories.
ESSC found little fault. However it is possible to have overlap into other categories. Omitted
categories posed a different situation. The Air Force addresses special operations and space
within the confines of two categories. The Army has perhaps iradvertently omitted intzlligence.
special operations, and space operations from consideration. Although, there are few installatios
engaged in these activities, an important reason exists for considering them. These unique
installations have the potential for consolidation with other Army installations or other services in
the region. No installations should be elimnated from review simply because "there are oniy one
or two.”

(3) Categories Studies. The Army exempted many installations from reviews based
on the logic that they were being reviewed in other arenas. Many Defense Management Review
Decisions, Tri-Service reliance, and other consclidation reviews and stadics have completed their
first draft. Other critical reviews, such as the Army’s Reserve Component Training Requirements
study, are in progress. The recommendations and actions from these efforts must be reviewed by
TABS as they become available because they affect the Army’s BRAC Phase 1 process.

b. Installation Allocation Analys's Summary. For Army BRAC 93, just as in past
efforts, the logic of gronping installations into categories is quite sound. Lumping all installations
together and ignoring their different missions and assets would be foolish. However, functicnal
boundaries will become less clear on installations in the future. The Army has reaffirmed its
commitment to large, diverse. efficient installations: "close small, single purposc installations and
either consolidate their function onio large, multi-function posts or eliminate them."'®

(1) Installotion Allocations. Installations are reasonably allocated to categorics; no
glaring mistakes are seen. The usc of an installation’s primary mission as the allocation rule
allows the simplest and most efficient alignment into categories.

16 17 Anny Stanoming Strategy for BRAC 93, Draft (Department of the Army, Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations,

May 1992}, p. 4.
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(2) Crossovers Installetions. There are functional crossovers. For instance, several
insailations in the major training area subcategory (Fort Pickett, Fort Indiantown Gap and Fort
McCoy) could just as easily be placed inio the Reserve Component category. However, in such
cases, the instaliation allocations made for Army BRAC 91 were reasonable and appropriate.

(3) Multi-Purpose Installations. What are considered strengths for the {uture of
the Army are complications for Army BRAC. The Army continues its goal of developing multi-
purpose installations started in Army BRAC 91: "The Army will reduce the number of small,
single purPose installation and those remaining will house organizations with highly specific
missions.” " In light of the Army’s goal w develop multi-functional posts, it is important that the
Army BRAC 93 installation categorization and assessment scheme be able to adequately support
this goai. This can be done by emphasizing appropriatc attributes.

12. ATTRIBUTES. ESSC considered the following two questions central to the effect of
attributes on the Army BRAC process: First-- Do the attributes determine military value in iight
of the Army’s new strategic vision?; and second--Are the attributes used refevant to measuring an
installation’s mission?

a. Intent of ESSC Analysis. Participation by subject matter experts at all levels of the
Army is a vital ingredient in making the results of the BRAC process as complete and credible as
possible. This participation is not limited to simply supplying the input data prescribed by higher
headquarters; it also requires the active participation of all levels, from the installavons on up. in
defining meaningful attributes and setting the weights on those attributes. The changes proposed
by ESSC are not intended to replace the deliberations that must take place within the TABS
group and the MACOMs during BRAC 93. Rather, ESSC's suggestions aie intended as a straw
man to be uscd as a starting point that builds on tne experience gained from a carcful analysis of
Army BRAC 91. In proposing changes to the attributes used for BRAC 91 ESSC has tried to:

(1) Add new attributes or revise attributes--to better reflect the new national
defense strategy and Army planning guidance that has evolved since BRAC 91.

(2) Eliminate duplicate and redundant attributes and attributes of lesser
relevance--to allow greater attention to be given to the more trustworthy attributes.

(3) Clarify and standardize attribute definitions and calculation procedures--in
cases where MAC(OMs had developed slightly different attributes to cover essentially the same
factor.

b. ESSC Attribute Analysis.

(1) New Attributes. ESSC's goal is to simplify thc Army BRAC analysis not to add
to the complexity: consequently, new attributes are proposed only if there is strong justification.
ESSC lovked at four potential new attributes:  geographic location, port capacities and
equipment, mobilization, and environmental carrying capacity. A new geographic location
attribute is duplicative of other attributes. The purpose of a mobiiization attribute is to gauge the

7 Report to the Secretary of Defense on Base Closure and Realignment (Department of the Army, 1 Apni 1991). p 14
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ability of an installation to support the Army’s crisis response and reconstitution efforts. This is
done by measuring the billeting, maintenance, and transportation throughput of an installation.
ESSC realized that al! installation categories have special nceds. ESSC adjusted the mobilization
attribute to incorporate the special needs of certain categories. For example, in the ports
categories, mobilization throughput capacity is offered for use instead of the mobilization
attribute. The environmental carrying capacity attribate is meant to determine the ability of Army
installations to receive additional units or expanded cperations in light of installation
environmental constraints. It is an expansion of the environment attribute that was used in Army
BRAC 91. For Army BRAC 93, the intent is to capture additional data beyond the
historical/archacological sites and endangered species. Specifically to gain access to air quality,
noise quality, hazardous materials such as asbestos and radon, and contaminated sites information.
Two new port attributes--normal throughput capacity and material handling equipment--were
examined for use.

(2) Anribute Revisions. Several attributes used during Army BRAC 91 are in
need of revision and expansion due to ongoing changes in the Army.

(a) The water and sewer attribute used in many expandability measures of
merit is incomplete. There arc other systems besides wate- 2i-d sewers that need to be considered
when an instaliation is experiencing expansion. Impacts on other infrastructure systems such as
electrical distribution systems, and landfill capacity need to be determined. This attribute needs to
consider the needs of the entire infrastructure of an installation.

(b) The multi-function attribute used in the training category is very similar
to the multi-mission attribute used in the industrial category. The purpose is to quantify the
varicty of missions executed on an installation. By expanding the current multi-functicr definition
to incorporate industrial missions, a standardized attribute can be used by all categorics measuring
severai different activities. In addition, it allows an industrial installation such as Letterkenny
Army depot to take credit for tenant activities that they support on post.

(c) Another attribute of real military value is deployment network. This
attribute was used in the fighting category. It measured an installation’s ability to support
deployments through air, sea, or rail network. The deployment network ataibute i very similar
to the transportation network attribute used in the industrial category. The transportation
network has the benefit of an additional criteria--interstate highway. ESSC did not see any
appreciable difterence between the intent of these two attributes. By expanding the deployment
network definition to include interstate roads, the Army BRAC process gzins from a more
comprehensive, precise, and standardized attribute.

(3) Attribute Duplication. ESSC found attributes used in Army BRAC 91 that
could be eliminated since they duplicate the purpose of oiher attributes already used. These
attributes are medical facilities, reserve demographics, and port attributes.

(a) The value of the medical facilitics attribute in the training/branch and the
training/professional school is already captured in the health care support index attribute. The
value of the reserve demographics in the major training arcas installation category can be
captured in the reserve support attribute.

(b) In the port installation category, five attributes are repeated between the
mission essentiality and the mission suitability measures of merit. Thesc attributes are deep piers
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and wharfs, rail and road linkages, hard surface staging areas, transportatiun infrastructure, and
support facilities. ESSC only used each attribute once and developed new attributes that better
determine the military value of a port. These new attributes are normal throughput capacity,
mobilization throughput capacity. and material handling equipment.

(4) Anribute Redundancy. During ESSC's analysis of the attributes, eight were
found to be of secondary importance because other attributes can better capture the military
value that they are intended to measure. They should be climinated from the Army BRAC-Phase
I process. These attributes are total acres, hourly wage grade rate, utilities cost factor, real
property maintenance accounts (RPMA) cost factor, total building square fect, uniqu~ capability,
permanent operational administrative facilities, and community economics.

(5) Anribute Clarity. ESSC discovered, during its analysis, that the names of
scveral attributes were unclear. =SSC analysts could not readily understand the intent of some
attributes from their names. It was unclear what was being measured. The attributes that were
unclear arc--AR 5-9 support, proximity to other services, transportation network, recruit and
retain, maneuver acres.

(a) Upon encountening the attribute name "AR 5-9." the attribute’s intent is
unclear. The intent of the AR 5-$ attribute, which is lisied in the Command and Control
Category. is to measure the number of active Army sub-installations supported by the installation.
The intent of an attribute should be clear upon reading its name.

(b) The aim of the transpertation network attribute in the command and
control category scems fairly straightforward at first glance. However, is it measuring on-post
infrastructure or proximity to air, sea, and land transportation? lts real purpase is to measure the
installations accessibility to airlinc t.ansportation. Compounding the uncertainty of this attribute
is that there is another attribute, called transportation network, that measures how close an
installation is to an airport, a rail head, a port, and 2 major highway.

{c) ESSC analysts assumed thc recruit and retain attributc was measuring an
army installation’s success in recruiting soldiers. The real intent is to measure the percentage of
authorized civilian positions filled on an instaliation.

(d) ESSC was misled by the name of the "mancuver acres” attribute used in
the fighting category. ESSC thought of maneuver area land for mechanized units of battalion size
or larger. A strict interprctation would indicate that only facility category codes 17710
{mancuver/training arca, light) and 17720 (mancuver/training area, hecavy) can be used to measure
this attribute. In actuality. the intent is to measure (he total acreage of the installation available
for mancuver and training. This includes covered training areas, infiltration courses, confidence
courses, field fortiiication areas, driving courses. repelling arcas, demolitions areas. and float
bridge sites. These may not normaliy be considered as "maneuver areas” and in some cases are
not located within mancuver acreage or classified as maneuver acres.

(¢) ESSC decided to change the name of "proximity to other services™ for
one reason- to shorten it.

(6) Attribute Standardization. ESSC identified attributes that were used in a few
categories that can be of benefit to all Army BRAC categories. This effort towards




standardization is a benefit gained. These attributes are--the construction investment and the
deployment network.

(a) Construction investment measures the overall investment in facilitics and
real property over the past 10 years. This is an indicator of an installations modernization. The
logic behind this attribute is that newer facilities are expected to be available longer into the
future before replacement facilities must be built. This attribute is used, however, in only two
installation categories, training/branch schools and training/professional schools. For uniformity
and as a true indicator of long term military value. this attribute should be considered for all
installation categories. A shrinking budget will make this attribute increasingly demanding in the
future. The 2ddition of this attribute across the spectrum of all installation categories also permits
the elimination of two attributes that repeat its value; these attributes are--capital investments and
backlog of maintenance and repair.

(b) Another attribute of real value is deployment network. This attribute
was used in the fighiing category. It mcasures an installation’s ability to support deploymenis
through air, sea, and rail network. Almost all categories attempted to measure this factor. The
deployment network attribute is very similar to the transportation network attribute used in the
industrial category. The transportation network has the benefit of an additional criteria--interstate
highway. ESSC expanded the deployment network definition and used one definition and term
across the board.

13. INSTALLATION DATA. ESSC used the foliowing question to facilitate the analysis of
instaliations data: Are the Army’s installation and real property inventory data sufficiently
accurate, reliable, complete and consistent enough to support BRAC military value analysis?

a. Army Installation Data Use and Suitability. Figure 7 shows a sample of the wide
range of regulations, MACOM publications, and Army-wide data bases used during Army BRAC
91 to support the quantitative evaluation of an installation’s military value. Many of the
references in Figure 7 are one of a kind; however, a large percentage of the information is
derived from auiomated data bases. Many of ESSC'’s discussions with various installation, Army
MACOM, and BRAC subject matter experts focused on ways to improve weaknesses in these
automated data bases. Cur objective in this section is to discuss the two significant weaknesses
we found in the suitability of Army-wide installation data used in BRAC 91.

(1) Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP). The number of units,
organizations, and agencies {both military and non-military) on an installation is important to the
BRAC nrocess because normally all of these entities require space and facilitics. The ASIP is
used as the primary data source for this information. A frequent comment from many installation
personnel and BRAC points of contact is that the ASIP is not 100% accurate or complete. This
is a key point because the Army uses this informativn to support the analysis of many BRAC
calculations. The ASIP also scrves as a basis for other data bases, such as Real Property Planning
and Analysis System (RPLANS). that are used to meet Army-wide planning and reporting
requirements.

(2) Data Standardization. The consistency of the information used during the

Army BRAC 91 process was mentioned in many interviews as a source of discrepancies. Onc
example of an installation data discrepancy is the number of training acres on a post. Assuming
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—_—
ATTRIBUTE DATA SOURCES

ATTRIBUTE FIGHTING TRAINING COMMAND &

CATEGORY CATEGORY CONTROL

CATEGORY

Mareuver/ Training | HQRPLANS TRADOC PAM 210-1, | N/A
Acres Data Call
Ranges HQRPLANS TRADOC PAM 210-1 | N/A
Deployment FORSCOM Mob. TRADOC Pam 210-1, | N/A
Network Expansion Capability | Data Call
Total Acres HORPLANS N/A N/A
Reserve Componen: | AMOPS AMOPS AMOPS, Training
Support Training Data TMOPS Data

Units & Ctrs. Data Call Units & Ctrs.
Contiguous Data Call ATSC N/A
Maneuver Acres
Operational HQRPLANs HQRPLANS HQRPLANS,
Administrative HQIFS
Faciiities
Vehicle Maintenance | HQRPLANS HQRPLANS N/A
Facilities
Supply HQRPLANS N/A N/A
Storage Facilities
Distance to Data Call N/A N/A
Training Area
IMA Data Cail Data Call Data Call
Variable Housing FORSCOM DOD VHA Tables DOD VHA Tables
Allow. Pamphlet 11-2
Army Family Housing Report Housing Reports Housing Reports,
Housing Cost Housing Directorate | Housing Directorate Housing Dir.
Average Civilian Sal. | FORSCOM TRADOC Resource MACOM Data

Pamphlet 11-2 Factor Hndbk. Factors

Figure 7. SELECTED DATA SOURCES FOR INSTALLATION EVALUATION

(Continued on next page)
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ATTRIBUTE DATA SOURCES

Square Feet
Storage Facilitics

TRADOC Engineer
Review

Engineer Review

ATTRIBUTE FIGHTING TRAINING COMMAND &

CATEGORY CATEGORY CNTL CATEGORY
Hourly Wage DOD Wage Fixing DOD Wage Fixing DOD Wage Fixing
Grade Rate Auth. Auth. Auth.
Manpower FORSCOM TRADOC Resource | N/A.
Estimating Factor Pamphlet Factor Hndbk.

371
Cost Estimating FORSCOM TRADOC Resource | N/A
Relationship Pamphlet 37-1 Factor Hndbk.
Utilities Cost Factor | Red Book HQ IFS, HQ IFS, Red Book

Red Book

Real Property Red Book HQ IFS, HQ IFS,
Maintenance Red Book Red Book
Account "
Military Construction | EIRS Bulletin EIRS Bulletin EIRS Bulletin
Cost Factor
Backlog BMAR Analysis N/A N/A I
Maintenance and
Repair
Total Buildable Installation MACOM Engineer MACOM Engineer
Acres Analysis Analysis Analysis
Total Building HQRPLANSs HQ IFS, Data Call, HQ IFS, Data Call,

Facilitics

P —————————_

Encroachment Department of Department of Department of
Commerce Pubs. Commerce Pubs. Commerce Pubs.

Environment AR 420-40, PL 93- AR 420-40, PL 93- AR 420-40, PL 93-
205, CFRs 204, CFRs 204. CFRs

Water/Sewer MACOM Enginecr TRADOC Engincer | MACOM Engincer

Facilties Analysis Analysis Analysis

Percent Permanent HQRPLANs HQRPLANS HQRPLANS

Figure 7. SELECTED DATA SOURCES FOR INSTALLATION EVALUATION
(Continued on next page)




ATTRIBUTE DATA SOURCES
ATTRIBUTE FIGHTING TRAINING COMMAND &
I CATEGORY CATEGORY CNTL CATEGORY
Army Community of DA PAM 600-45 DA Pam 600-45 ACOE Historical
Excellence Files
Army Family DD Form 1523 AR 415-15, AR 415-15, AR 210-
Housing AR 210-50 50, HQRPLANS
Unaccompanied DD Form 1657 DD Form 1657 DD Form 1657
Officer Personnel
Housing
Unaccompanied DD Form 1657 DD Form 1677 DD Form 1657
Eniisted Personnel
Housing
Community Facilities HQRPLANS HQRPLANS HQRPLANS
Place Rated Score Places Rated Place Rated Almanac Places Rated
Almanac Almanac
Unique Capability N/A { TRADOC Pam 210- N/A
10
Multi-function N/A TRADOC PAM 210- N/A
10, ASIP, Data Call
Major Units N/A N/A ASIP
Supported
Levels of Command N/A N/A ASIP
Supported

Figure 7. SELECTED DATA SOURCES FOR INSTALLATION EVALUATION (Continued)




the definition of training acres is agreed upon, various levels of command have different
interpretations of the answer, based on what source they referenced. Installation personnel have
one figurc measured from the DEH master plan, the MACOM obtained a different number from
the Army Training Support Center (ATSC), and DA found another figure in HQRPLANS. In
addition, DOD can extract their figure from the Defense Installation Ranges and Training Areas
(DIRT) data base, and the BRAC commission is able to obtain yet another figure from the
Reserve Component Training Data System (RCTDS). The example is illustrative, but reflects the
lack of use of a single authoritative source and a final standard data element.

b. Army Installation Data Uses and Suitability Summary. The Army realizes that its
installation data must be as complete and as precise as possible. Many Army activities are
working towards updating and completing installation data. The Army also realizes that all parties
share in the responsibility for this task, from the installations to the DA staff.?® Steps are being
taken to this end. Notices of data updates are being issued, information cutoff dates established,
quality assurance is being integrated into the loop, and Army information management goals arc
being pursued.!?

c. Determination of Army Real Property. The installations chosen for consideration
during Army BRAC 91 are shown in Figure 6. Much of the installation real property information
(RPI) was obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.?’ ‘The RPI used was extracted
from manual and automated real property data bases. Prominent among these are Real Property
Planning and Analysis System (RPLANS), and Headquarters RPLANS (HQRPLANS) with its
supporting data bases: the Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP), and Integrated Facilities
System (IFS). Our objective, as in other parts of this discussion, is to ensurc the Army has
considered all of the appropriate installations and the correct installation data. ESSC'’s research
and data collection uncovered several weaknesses in Army BRAC 91 real property data. These
weaknesses can be grouped into two categories:

(1) Data Quality. A consistent comment from many instaliation personnel and
BRAC points of contact is that the Army’s real property inventory is not 100% accurate. This is
a key point because the Army's real property inventory provides the foundation for not only the
land and rights therein, but also ground improvements, utility systems, and buildings and
structures.!

(2) Leased Space. The Army BRAC 91 RPi did not consider the Army’s
significant number of leased space holdings across the United States. These holdings need to be
considered and reconciled within the Army BRAC 93 process. In some cases, it may be morc cost
effective to move out of leased space onto an installation and keep it open rather than close the
installation and continue to pay for leases.

18 *Preparation for Base Realgnment and Closure (BRAC) 93,” Memorandum from the Department of the Army, Chuef
of Staff, dated 26 March 1992.

19 -Bage Realignment and Closure 1993 (BRAC 93) Engincer Guidance,” Mecmorandum from the Department of the
Army, Assistant Chicf of Engincers, dated 21 April 1992.

The Office of the Assistant Chicl of Engincers 1s the HQDA staff proponent for the real property management
program, while the U.S. Enginecr and Housing Support Center (EHSC) 1s the program manager. Major commands, ficid
cperating agencics, and instaltations share responsibility for real property actvities within their arca of interest.

2t Jnventory of Army Real Property, AR 405-45 (Department of the Army, 15 Apnil 1982).
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d. Army Real Property Summary. Ongoing efforts within the Engineer community are
aimed at improving the current shortcorzings of the Army's real property management program.
Improvements in the Integrated Facility System and the Army’s leased space inventory
management will lead to higher data qualiity and a more complete picture.

14. INSTALLATION RATING PROCESS. The task of comparing military installations with
widely different missions and facilities is a complex and challenging problem. ESSC addressed this
probicm uy «Z2<idering which class of analytical methods is theoretically appropriate for analyzing
a problem like the BRAC assessment of military value of installations. We then compared the
different techniques within that class of methods to see which specific technique offers the best
combination of features to meet the Army's needs for BRAC 93.

a. Theoretical Analysis. There is no rigid consensus within the Operations Rescarch
community as to a unique way to arrange decision analysis systems. This is largely due to the fact
that many decision techniques (particularly the more sophisticated) can be adapted to fit more
than one type of problem. However, there is a basically logical pattern to the devclopment of
different methods to address problems of increasing complexity. Figure 8 is adapted from the
decision analysis taxonomy used by the Army Logistics Management College in its Multiple
Criteria Decision Making course.> Using this taxonomy, ESSC was able to quickly zero in on
the category of decision analysis methods that is designed to solve problems of the type presented
in the BRAC process. The ability of the Compensatory Methods of decision analysis to capturc
the relative weights of attributes is needed in order to adequately portray the intricate mix of
features on Army installations.

b. Operational Considerations. After the most appropriate category of decision
analysis methods was identified, three specific software programs fitting that category were
examined. These programs were evaluated on how well they function in terms of practical
considerations such as: data requirements, ease of use, ability to do sensitivity analysis. and
limitations on problem size.

2 The ongnal graphic from which Figure 8 was derved was provided by the Army Logistics Management College.
However, ESSC has modified the taxonomy for presentation in the coniext of this report.
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. RESULTS

i5. GENERAL. These paragraphs provide specifi findings and recommendations for
consideration in Army BRAC 93. These firdings and recommendations are discussed in more
detail in Annexes A through E.

16. MEASURES OF MERIT (MOM) FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. This
section provides a narrative description of findings and recommendations for Measures of Merit.
Figure 9 shows a summary of our findings and recommendations.

FINDING 1. Mission essentiality and mission suitability are the highest priority

measures of merit. However, mission &ssentiality deserves the greater weight of
the two because it measures those attributes deemed as the most important for

accomplishing t¢ installation’s primary mission.

RECOMMENDATION. Maintain the current emphasis on the mission essentiality
and mussion suitability measures of merit, but suft weights to give greater
significance to mission esscntiality.

FINDING 2. Quality of life (QOL) is the next highest priority measure of merit
for the Army of the future.

RECOMMENDATION. Maintain the current priority and weight assigned to the
QOL measure o, mer:. for those installation categories with significant on-post
troop populations. Fo - major training areas ard the industrial categories, we
recommend shifting weight from quality of life to the other measures of merit.

FINDING 3. The expandability measure of merit needs more weight to truly
illustrate its military value.

RECOMMENDATION. Insert the expandability measure of merit as ihe third
priority with a greater weight than operational efficiency but less than or equal to
the quality of life measure of merit, except in the industrial categories where we
recommend retaining the Army BRAC 91 weights for expandability and
operational efficiency.
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MANEUVER INSTALLATIONS

MAJOR TRAINING AREAS

Measure of Merit old New Measure of Merit old New
Mission Essentiality 250 275 Mission Essentiality 250 350
Mission Suitability 250 225 Mission Suitability 350 250
Operational Efficiency %50 100 (perational Efficiency 150 100
Expandability 150 200 Expandability 150 200
Quality of Life 200 200 Quality of Life 100 100
Total 1,000 1,000 Total 1,000 1,000
INITIAL ENTRY/BRANCH SCHOOLS PROFESSIONAL SCHOOLS
Measure of Merit old New Measure of Merit old New
Mission Essentiality 250 275 Mission Essentiality 250 275
Mission Suitability a5¢ 225 Mission Suitability 250 225
Cperational Efficiency 150 100 Operational Efficiency 150 100
Expandability 150 200 Expandability 150 200
Quatity of Life 200 200 Quality of Life 200 200
Total 1,000 1,000 Total 1,000 1,000
COMMAND & CONTROL CENTERS it DEPOTS
Measure of Merit old New Measure of Merit otd New
Mission Essentiality 250 275 Mission Essentiality 250 300
Mission Suitability 250 225 Mission Suitability 250 250
Operational Efficiency 110 100 Operational Efficiency 150 150
Expandability 150 200 Expandability 150 150
Quality of Life 200 200 Quality of Life 200 150
Total 960 1,000 Total 1,000 1,000
COMMODITY ORIENTED® PRODUCTION INSTALLATIONS
Measure of Merit old New Measure of Merit old New
Mission Essentiality 250 300 Mission Essentiality 250 300
Mission Suitability 250 250 Mission Suitability 250 250
Operatiunal Efficiency 150 150 Operational Efficiency 150 150
Expandability 150 150 Expandability 150 150
Quality of Life 200 150 Quality of Life 200 150
Total 1,000 1,000 Total 1,000 1,000
OCEAN PORTS AMMG PORTS

Measure of Merit old New Measure of Merit old New
Mission Essentiality 350 300 Hission Essentiality 450 300
Mission Suitability 350 250 Mission Suitability 450 250
Operational Efficiency 75 150 Operational Efficiency 30 150
Expandability 150 150 Expandability 40 150
Quality of Life 75 150 Quality of Life 30 150
Total 1,000 1,000 Total 1,000 1,000

*A single category in Army BRAC 91:

contro( points).

Figure 9. MEASURES OF MERIT WEIGHTING SYSTEM
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ESSC recommends dividing these installations into three
categories for Army BRAC 93 (proving grounds, research and development centers, and inventory
See Annex C, Attributes, for an explanation of this change.




17. INSTALLATIONS & CATEGORIES FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. This
section provides a narrative description of findings and recommendations for Installations and
Categories. Figure 10 shows a summary of our findings and recommendations.

®  FINDING 1. The industrial category, commodity subcategory contains three
functional activities within one subcategory. It is found that in the industrial
categories, installations with distinct functional activities are evaluated best in their
own distinct category.

RECOMMENDATION. Divide the industrial category, commodity subcategory
into three: inventory control points, proving grounds, and R&D laboratories.

® FINDING 2. The Army does not fully address installations that have highly
specific missions. These installations fall into a special category (c.g.. space
operations and intelligence).

RECOMMENDATION. Create a special purpose category to group installations
used for space, intelligence, communications, special operations, and other special
purpacse activities.

e FINDING 3. Several categories of installations were exempt from review during
Army BRAC 91 because of other consolidation actions and management reviews.
The recommendations and actions from these efforts affect the Army's Phase 1
BRAC process.

RECOMMENDATION. Include ali Army installations for review. Examine the
results of the other consolidation studies, particularly medical centers and reserve
component installations. Include them in the next BRAC 92 process.




ARMY BRAC 91

ARMY BRAC 93

Command & Control

Command & Control

National Guard
U.S. Army Reserve

Reserve Component
National Guard
U.S. Army Reserve

Fighting Fighting
Maneuver Maneuver
Major Training Areas Major Training Areas
Training Training
Initial Entry Initial Entry/Branch Schools
Professional Professional Schools
Industrial Industrial
Depots Depots
Commodity R&D Laboratories* |
Production Inventory Control Points*
Ports Proving Grounds*
Production
Ports
Reserve Component 1

Corps of Engineers
Districts
Divisions

Corps of Engineers
(Removed from consideration within
RRAC by DOD direction.)

Others (not considered)
Stand Alone Housing
Cemeteries
Recreation Areas
Hospitals
Communications
Miscellaneous

Other*

Stand Alone Housing
Cemeteries
Recreation Areas
Medical Centers*
Special Purpose*

Sources: Report to the Secretary of Defense on Base Closure and Realignment, Department of the Army, April 199!
Note: Entries in boldface are categories; others arc sub-categorics. Asterisk designates change from BRAC 91

b,

Figure 10. REVISED CATEGORY RECOMMENDATIONS




18. ATTRIBUTE FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. This section provides a
narrative description of findings and recommendations for Attritbutes. Figures 11 - 22 show a
summary of our findings and recommendations.

e FINDING 1. ESSC found the nced for new or substantially revised attributes.
These new attributes address weaknesses in the set of attributes used for Army
BRAC 91 and add to the Army's effort of measuring ar instailations military value.
Thesc candidate attributes are--geographic location, mobulization, and
envircnmental carrying capacity.

RECOMMENDATION. ESSC recomniends that two new attributes--mobilization
and environmental carrying capacity--be implemented for Army BRAC 93. The
geographic location atiribute duplicates the traits of other attributes and is not
rccommended as a new attribute.

e FINDING 2. ESSC found attributes that were duplicating the intent of other
attributes. These atiributes are--medical facilities, reserve demographics, and port
attributes.

RECOMMENDATION. Reduce the duplication through uniform and standardized
attributes that do not double count tie same value. Eiiminate redundant
attributes.

® FINDING 3. The names of several attributes used during Army BRAC 91 are
unclear and in nced of clarification. The attributes that were unclear are--AR 5-9
support, proximity to other seivices, transportation network, recruit and retain, and
maneuver acres.

RECOMMENDATION. ESSC recommends the following attributec name changes
to strengthen their meaning:

rectuit and retain -- change to -- work force retention
transportation net -- change to -- airport proximity

AR 5-9 support -- change to -- sub-installation support
proximity to other services -- change fo -- joint synergy
manecuver acres -- change to -- maneuver-training acres

e FINDING 4. ESSC found several attributes used during BRAC 91 arc more
valuable when revised and expanded. They are--water and sewer, multi-mission,
and transportation network.

RECOMMENDATION. ESSC recommends the attribute expansions be
incorp:. ated and the foliowing attribute name changes be made to strengthen their
meaning:
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MISSION ESSENTIALITY EXPANDABILITY
Attribute Cld New | Artribute 0ld New
Maneuver Training Acres 75 75 | Total Buildable Acres 20 50
Ranges 55 50 | Total Building Square Feet 45 0
Deployment Network 55 50 | Encroachment 45 50
Total Acres 45 0 | Envivonmental Capacity 20 50
Mobilization 0 45 | Multi-function 0 25
Joint Synergy 0 15 | Infra